force: 'For several years now Australia has seen the relentless militarisation of our history; the commemoration of war and understanding of our national history have been conflated. The Anzac spirit is now said to animate all our past achievements, even as the Gallipoli Landing recedes into the distant past' (Lake & Reynolds 2010a: vii) . Lake (2010b: 12, 22 ) continued this theme in her introductory chapter by first stating that, 'Australian history has been thoroughly militarised,' and then foreshadowing that the book will examine the 'militarisation of Australian history, public memory and national values.' Some examples of militarisation presented in WWWA are:
• the promotion of Anzac Day as the national day Reactions to this militarisation thesis have ranged from effusive praise to anger in numerous academic and popular forums.
1 It is unfeasible to untangle such a heated and multifarious controversy here, so I will focus on two aspects of militarisation that are relevant to this special issue. First, I argue that the version of militarisation proposed by Lake, McKenna and Reynolds contains ontological and epistemological flaws that render it incapable for understanding the multifaceted motivations for, and experiences of, Anzac battlefield tours. I then maintain that in order to study how Australians respond to Anzac battlefield tours researchers need to deploy an empirically grounded and multidisciplinary framework. As an alternative to the militarisation thesis, I draw on postmodern concepts of tourism to analyse instances of travel by high school students that problematise Anzac myths.
2 1 For strongly contrasting appraisals of both WWWA and the larger so-called 'history wars' related to Anzac, see Bendle (2009 Bendle ( , 2010a Bendle ( , 2010b Bendle ( , 2010c , Blainey (2010) , Bryant (2010) , McKernan (2010) , O' Lincoln (2010) , Prior (2010) , Romei (2010) Shannon (2010) and The Age (2009). 2 I use 'myths' as formulated by Barthes in his classic text Mythologies (1973) . For applications of Barthes's principles to Anzac, see Buchanan and James (1999) , McKay (2010) , Slade (2003) and White (2010) . Hirst (1999) , Macleod (2004a Macleod ( , 2004b Macleod ( , 2007 and Nile (1991b) adopted similar approaches in demythologising various aspects of Gallipoli.
Some ontological and epistemological flaws of the militarisation thesis
In his seminal essay 'Notes on Deconstructing "The Popular,"' Hall recommended that analyses of 'the popular' should always begin with 'the double stake in popular culture, the double movement of containment and resistance, which is always inevitably inside it ' (1981: 228) . He issued this advice because 'the people' invariably respond refractorily to attempts to govern them (current examples range from profuse 'leaderless' movements around the world modelled on 'Occupy Wall Street' to the series of insurrections in the Middle East). Consequently, Hall counselled scholars to examine the specific and multiple ways people ignore, recuperate, subvert and resist hegemonic discourses and practices. These vicissitudinous features are absent from the views of Lake, McKenna and Reynolds because of their restricted ontological and epistemological premises. Following the publication of Shaw's (1991) watershed analysis of postmilitarisation, scholars have investigated how military institutions both affect, and are affected by, other spheres-education, politics, sport, the economy, media, gender relations, family and civic life-by using carefully theorised empirical studies of the attitudinal, behavioural and discursive aspects of militarisation, remilitarisation and demilitarisation (Satana 2008; Sheffer & Barak 2010 We historians, practitioners of 'history from below,' think 'downwards' from the nation to the intimate world of family and suburb, while the rest of the world thinks 'upwards,' only intermittently and sometimes unwillingly, from the private domain of home and family to the wider world. Historians seeking entry to the national soul have often dissected the public rituals of Australia Day and Anzac Day. They assume that public celebrations are a clue to private sentiments. (Davison 2003: 75) The closest we get to a bottom-up perspective is an aside by McKenna: 'the story of Anzac Day's resurgence should not only be understood from the top down. There appears to be a deep need on the part of many younger Australians for a shared sacred experience. A "moving" experience of what it means to be Australian. Anzac Day fills that need ' (2007: 71) . However, this both assumes that young Australians are 'cultural dopes' (Hall 1981: 230) and contains a functionalist premise about an experiential vacuum having to be satisfied. Davison identifies some obvious problems with this line of reasoning:
The trouble with the 'vacuum hypothesis' is that there are as many moral vacuums waiting to be filled as there are nostalgic historians ready to suggest them … It doesn't explain why Anzac … should be preferred to any other national or religious myth. (It's a theory that regards young people literally as suckers, ready to fill their inner emptiness with whatever mythology is on hand). Nor does it plausibly explain why, if we go by the attendance statistics, this mysterious vacuum has opened up so suddenly since the mid-1990s. (Davison 2003: 80) Bottom-up perspectives that Lake, 
Constructing moral panics and folk devils at Gallipoli
In 2005 'It wasn't about the empire it was about us'; 'I am here because it's just great to be so proud of our history'; 'the diggers would be happy if they knew we were here'; 'they fought for us so that we could have a free life'; 'they're the reason we live the way we do.'
Analogous moralising also underpinned his co-authored article ''It's Really Moving (Ziino 2006b: 8) . In contrast to the teleological perspective of
McKenna and Ward, Ziino explained pilgrimages and tourism at Gallipoli in a nuanced way:
Australians' relationships with Gallipoli are no longer mediated directly by the experience of the Great War, or the generation that experienced that trauma, but by a memory of war that is being recomposed constantly as Australians come into contact with the legend, the site from which it takes its origin, and a people who attach their own histories to this place. (Ziino 2006b: 8) Lake opined that, 'As historians we think it is important to distinguish between history and mythology,' but she and McKenna turn myth-makers by constructing young Australians as 'folk devils ' (2010a: 138) . This aligns them with some awkward bedfellows: conservative politicians, journalists and Returned Service League (RSL) officials who are invariably deployed by media workers to vilify young Australians.
9
There is also a related paradox of McKenna criticising the media for its 'cheap choreography,' only to ventriloquise its reports in denouncing young Australians. 10 I next demonstrate the weaknesses of the militarisation thesis with respect to the teaching and learning of Anzac history in schools.
Some classroom examples of deconstructing Anzac myths
According to Lake the DVA has militarised history in schools during the past decade with students: 'conceptualised as the inheritors of the Anzac spirit and its custodians …
[and] … bombarded in recent years and throughout the year with every aspect of our engagement in overseas wars ' (2010b: 137) . Lake also claimed that educational resources supplied by the DVA constitute 'a veritable tidal wave of military history …
[that] … has engulfed our nation ' (2010b: 135 an opportunity to see so many historical areas and places whilst they were over there-that was one thing they certainly commented about when they came back. They all were very moved when they went to Gallipoli and the way that it was phrased was almost in quiet awe. .... And they were surprised but extremely pleased with the great respect that any Turkish people they met showed them, whether it was Gallipoli or Istanbul or wherever they went. (Personal interview, 4 July 2011) When I asked Vicki Paterson, a history teacher at St Michaels, who accompanied her students to Turkey and co-hosted the Turkish students with Hutchins, what her students learned from the exchange, she said that:
our girls said they got a greater understanding and appreciation of the Gallipoli story. They then mentioned the whole experience of being part of a family with a different cultural background and an entirely different way of living. They loved the experience of having a friend, having somebody they were living with who was in many ways very like them, they appreciated that camaraderie, that opportunity to be part of the family in an entirely different part of the world ... the Turkish students also said that they really enjoyed our Anzac Day service because it was a commemoration and they felt it was dignified and appropriate. Theirs is very military, planes flying over and rousing speeches, nationalistic speeches, whereas ours is … a bit low key I suppose. (Personal interview, 6 July 2011) In relating how St. Michael's teachers used DVA material, Paterson indicated that they had a 'very crowded curriculum' so used DVA resources 'sometimes but very, very sparingly … mainly for its images.' When I asked if involving students in battlefield tours could glorify war, Paterson stated that:
We have had quite a deliberate attempt not to glorify war for some time. In fact, we have always questioned here the whole idea of the Anzac myth. We refer to it as myth and we look at that idea of mateship that's been heavily promoted by the government lately and we trace it back … by looking at the growth of nationalism. We look at the whole outback, the drovers, where mateship really started and the art at the time that promoted nationalism and so on before we start to look at Gallipoli. And they look at the real causes for WW1 before they ... look at not just why the Gallipoli campaign took place from the point of view of Australia and Britain .. both Australia and Gallipoli. In re-examining the research on tourism as a motivation for enlisting in WW1, Ziino (2006a: 52) revealed the intricacies of the nexus between war, tourism and home. He emphasised the 'duality' of the soldier-tourist identity and the 'multiple guises in which men and women understood their wartime experiences,'
and contended that a 'tourist analogy' can help us to 'understand the cultural baggage that accompanied Australians to the war' (52). Davison's comment on the contingency of Anzac myths is also valuable here:
In 1989 it had seemed axiomatic that Anzac sentiment would be stronger while Anzacs were themselves there to represent and reinforce it and weaker once they died. Now we know what we should perhaps have realised from the beginning-that the myth might flourish even more luxuriantly when it was freed from the limitations of historical fact and the human frailties of its surviving representatives. Feeling connected to the past, after all, is not at all the same as being connected with history. (Davison 2003: 81) In The key to understanding the power of myths, national or otherwise, lies in the intelligible connection they establish between personal experience and public events. When Australians were asked [in the Australians and the Past survey] about the most significant experiences in their own lives, the most frequently mentioned after the main life events-birth, childhood, marriage-were 'hardship' and 'holidays and travel.' Gallipoli connects powerfully to both, Bruce Scates has shown how strongly the pilgrimage to Gallipoli accommodates both the patriotism and the wanderlust of young Australians. (Davison 2003: 80-81) Scates's findings have also been substantiated by other empirical studies. Clarke and Eastgate (2011) described the experiences of Australian tourists on the Western Front as a case of 'religion meets commemoration.' One study of Australians at Gallipoli by Hannaford and Newton (2008) and another of Australians and New Zealanders by Hyde and Harman (2011) also reported that participants manifested a combination of sacred and secular behaviours. Using ethnographic and semiotic methods West (2010) concluded that the genesis and development of memorialisation at Gallipoli was best explained by dialogical relationships among Australians, New Zealanders and Turks.
West ( Tourists do not travel just as they please. The pleasurable, nostalgic, romantic, hedonistic and fantastical experiences of tourists are enabled by a multibillion dollar global industry that is implicated in the commoditisation of mass murder, environmental degradation, sexual exploitation and social inequalities (Mosedale 2011; Seabrook 2001; Sturken 2007; Weaver 2011) . Tourism is also mobilised for projects of social and civic governance (Bennett 2005; Pretes 2003 ). Yet these economic and political constraints do not operate in uncomplicated and unchallenged ways, because tourism both constitutes, and is constituted by, the broader context of postmodernity. I cannot investigate in detail numerous debates surrounding terms like postmodernism and postmodernity. 13 However, Bauman's (1992 Bauman's ( , 1996a Bauman's ( , 1996b Bauman's ( , 2011 sociological perspective on 'liquid modernity'-whereby social identities and relations tend to be fluid, accelerated, contingent, disposable, and fragmented-is helpful for understanding the global dynamics of tourism, as is the 'coexistence thesis of detraditionalisation'
proposed by Luke (1996) and Thompson (1996) , who argued that ontological oppositions-old/new, past/present, traditional/modern and authentic/artificial-have become increasingly obsolete in mass-mediated societies where citizens constantly challenge and modify conventional beliefs and practices. This coexistence standpoint has obvious implications for understanding how tourists experience authenticity. For instance, Thompson asserts that 'traditions which rely heavily on mediated symbolic forms are not ipso facto less authentic than those which are transmitted through face-toface interaction … the uprooting and re-mooring of traditions does not necessarily render them inauthentic' (Thompson 1996: 103) .
Scholars have used these concepts to show how postmodern tourists bring repertoires of contradictory expectations and motivations to sites that can then be reinforced, challenged or transformed, depending on latent and manifest outcomes of tours. Desforges encapsulated this fluid and reflexive postmodern scenario in stating that, 'the tourist is not only "a tourist" and draws upon complex significations in her/his practice of space through events and encounters ' (2003: 10) . This postmodern take on tourism means that authenticity needs to be analysed as a contingent combination of staged, existential, constructive and emergent experiences rather than dismissed as inherently amoral (Cohen & Cohen 2012 ). This is evident in 'dark' tourism or 'thanotourism': you do not need not be Cambodian to be deeply affected by a visit to the Tuol Sleng Genocide Museum (Hughes 2008) or be Jewish to react sadly and respectfully to holocaust museums (Cohen 2011; Saindon 2012 (Muzaini et al. 2007) . In their anthropological analysis of emotions at Gettysburg National
Military Park, Gatewood and Cameron found that 'visitors sometimes began as tourists, but were transformed into pilgrims ' (2004: 193) . Similarly, one of Hannaford and
Newton's visitors to Gallipoli stated that, 'I was a tourist in Istanbul but the moment we got anywhere near the site we were pilgrims ' (2008) . Likewise, young Australian backpackers can visit Gallipoli and reflect on the horror of war (Nile 1991a: 42) .
McKenna and Ward's teleological thesis that emotional experiences of young Australians need to be understood primarily in the Australian milieu, manifests a myopic understanding of the intricate interactions among tourists' reflexive abilities, global mobility, media technologies, cosmopolitan identities, nationalism, gender and generations (Allon et al. 2008; Hudson 2009; West 2006; 2008a) . Regardless of the sentiments that Australian tourists bring to Gallipoli, they are both affected by, and influence, local events. Just one example is the admiration they develop for Turks after reading the empathetic message on the Atatürk Memorial bordering the entrance to Anzac Cove that Atatürk ('Father of the Turks') wrote in 1934:
Those heroes that shed their blood and lost their lives ... You are now lying in the soil of a friendly country. Therefore rest in peace. There is no difference between the Johnnies and the Mehmets to us where they lie side by side now here in this country of ours ... You, the mothers, who sent their sons from faraway countries wipe away your tears; your sons are now lying in our bosom and are in peace ... After having lost their lives on this land they have become our sons as well.
Lake and McKenna also ignore three consistent findings of empirical research on emotions and battlefield tourism: the co-existence of feelings of nationalism with sadness for the combatants and civilians who suffered on all sides; anger over the senselessness of warfare; and a desire for peace (Osbaldiston & Petray, 2011) .
McKenna ( Both my critique and alternative are directly pertinent to the lead-up, implementation and consequences of the Anzac Centenary, which will be one of the biggest commemorative events in Australian history. Understanding the complex and contested ways in which Australians both at home and abroad will respond to this five-year commemoration is a daunting academic task, one unlikely to be achieved by a hotchpotch of anecdotes, moral condemnations, utopian rhetoric and preconceived ideas about the inescapable militarisation of Australian history and culture. While Lake and Reynolds (2010a: vii) opened WWWA by claiming that the Gallipoli Landing was fading 'into the distant past,' both the composition and goals of the National Commission on the Commemoration of the Anzac Centenary were being criticised and controversies have surrounded the committee's subsequent activities (Dean 2010 (Dean , 2011 Jones & Tatnell 2012; Kelly 2011; Kelly & Walters 2012; Shanahan 2012 ). Analysing such ongoing contestations at the both the micro and macro levels will require a rigorously empirical and multidisciplinary approach that is sensitive to the ways in which Australians constantly reconfigure Anzac myths. For as McKenna reminds us, albeit for reasons that he did not intend, 'There is always another Gallipoli waiting around the corner ' (2006b: 70) .
Coda
Gallipoli was a bastard of a place. I never understood what we were fighting for. All I could think of was that I never wanted to go back to the bloody place. (Gallipoli veteran Albert White, aged 100 in 1995; cited in Stephens 2001).
